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NOMENCLATURAL NOTES ON SOUTH AFRICAN CRUCIFERAE 
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(Swedish Museum of Natural History, Stockholm) 


ABSTRACT 

Thirty-five taxa of South African Cruciferae previously described by O. W. Sonder are 
typified by specimens from Sonder’s herbarium in the Swedish Museum of Natural History, 
Stockholm (S). Heliophila viminalis E. Mey. ex Sond. is added to the synonymy of H. 
digitata L. fil. H. thunbergii Steud., with two varieties, var. thunbergii and var. macrostylis 
(E. Mey. ex Sond.) B. Nord., comb. nov., has been substituted for the former name H. 
latisiliqua E. Mey. ex Sond. 


UITTREKSEL 
AANTEKENINGE OOR DIE NOMENKLATUUR VAN SUID-AFRIKAANSE 
CRUCIFERAE 


Vyf-en-dertig taksa Suid-Afrikaanse Cruciferae, voorheen deur O. W. Sonder beskryf, 
word getipeer deur eksemplare vanuit Sonder se herbarium in die Sweedse Museum vir 
Natuurwetenskap in Stockholm (S). Heliophila viminalis E. Mey. ex Sond. word by die 
sinonieme van H. digitata L. gevoeg. H. thunbergii Steud., met twee variëteite, var. 
thunbergii en var. macrostylis (E. Mey. ex Sond.) B. Nord., comb. nov., vervang die 
voormalige naam H. latisiliqua E. Mey. ex Sond. 


The South African herbarium of O. W. Sonder, the renowned co-author of 
Flora capensis (Harvey & Sonder, 1860—65), was acquired by the Swedish 
Museum of Natural History (S) in 1875. In the museum archives I recently came 
across the purchase contract, signed by Sonder and by N. J. Andersson, the 
Curator of the Botany Dept. at that time (Fig. 1). Further details of the transaction 
will be presented elsewhere (Nordenstam, in press). The important fact, stressed 
again here, is that most of the types of Sonder’s South African taxa are now to be 
found in the Stockholm herbarium (S). The Sonder material in the herbaria at 
Melbourne (MEL) and Lyon (LY) (cf. Stafleu, 1967: 193), is of only secondary 
importance, since it consists mainly of fragments, duplicates and of material 
collected together by Sonder later than 1875. 

The supposition that Sonder retained bits and pieces of the material of many of 
the species in 1875, when his South African herbarium was shipped to Stockholm 
(Nordenstam, in press), receives some support when a comparison is made 
between Sonder's Heliophila illustrations (1846) and the specimens on which they 
were based (Figs 2-3). Most of these specimens are now to be found in 
Stockholm, but in several cases branches, or other pieces, have obviously been 
removed at some time (cf. Fig. 3C, D). 
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Unfortunately, the fact that Sonder’s South African herbarium is now located 
in Stockholm is not generally known. For example, Marais’ meritorious treatment 
of the family Cruciferae for the Flora of Southern Africa (Marais, 1970) was 
prepared without any recourse to Sonder’s original material in the Stockholm 
herbarium. At best, isotypes in other herbaria were cited as types. 

In the present study, Sonder’s taxa of South African Cruciferae (Sonder, 1846, 
1850, 1860) are typified by specimens present in Stockholm (holo- or lectotypes), 
and some nomenclatural changes are proposed. The taxa are arranged in the 
sequence of Flora capensis Vol. 1 (Sonder, 1860). 


1. Matthiola stelligera Sonder (1850: 1) 
Syntypes: Lesotho, N of Caledon River, Oct. (**114.10””), Zeyher (S, lecto. !); 
near Orange River, between Kraairivier and Witbergen, Sept. (**118.9””), Zeyher 


(S!). 


The two syntypes are mounted together on one sheet. In Flora capensis 
Sonder (1860) reduced the taxon to a variety of M. torulosa (Thunb.) DC. (var. 
tricornis Sond.), a variety which is no longer recognised (Marais, 1970). 

2. Nasturtium caledonicum Sonder (1850: 2) 

Type: Caledon River, Zeyher 21 (S, holo.!).—Marais cited only isotypes in 
BM, K and PRE. 

At the same time Sonder also described N. fluviatile E. Mey. ex Sond. He later 


degraded caledonicum to a mere variety of the latter species (Sonder, 1860). The 
name currently adopted is Rorippa fluviatilis (E. Mey. ex Sond.) Thell., with two 
varieties, var. fluviatilis and var. caledonica (Sond.) Marais (1970). 


Fic. 1. 
The purchase contract, in Sonder’s hand-writing, regarding the sale of Sonder’s South 
African herbarium in 1875 to the Swedish Museum of Natural History, which at that time 
was under the auspices of the Swedish Academy of Science. The text reads: 

“Von Herrn Dr W. Sonder in Hamburg kaufe ich Endesunterschreiber fur Rechnung der 
Academie der Wissenschaften in Stockholm: 

Das Herbarium der Flora Capensis, in dem gansen Umfange wie es für die Flora 
Capensis vorgelegen hat, und mit sammtlichen vorhandenen Doubletten unter folgenden 
Bedingungen: 

1, am heutigen Tage, den 28 August 1875 bezahle ich 2 500 Schwedische Kronen durch 
einen Wechsel von R[eichsmark] 2809.—, auf Johannes Schuback & Sohne in Hamburg, 
heute fallig. 

2, Den anderen Theil der Kaufsumme bezahle ich in folgenden Terminen: am 1 Juni 1876 
entrichte ich achthundert schwed. Kronen; ferner am 1 Juni 1877 wiederum 800 schwed. 
Kronen, und den Rest mit 800 schwed. Kronen am 1 Juni achtzehnhundert acht & 
siebenzig. 

3, Dagegen verpflichtet sich Dr W. Sonder die ganze vollstandige Sammlung verpackt, und 
mit Angabe des Inhalts, dem von mir ihm genannten Spediteur in Hamburg zu uberliefern. 
4, Herr Dr W. Sonder verspricht, falls ihm in den folgenden Jahren afrikanische Pflanzen 
aus dem Gebiet der Flora Capensis durch Tausch oder sonst zukommen sollten, sofern sie 
ein besonderes Interesse für das gegenwärtig verkaufte Herbarium besitzen, dem Museum 
in Stockholm zukommen zu lassen. 

Solches ist verabredet und beschlossen und von beiden Contrahenten eigenhändig 
unterschrieben. 

Hamburg d. 28 August 1875 Dr N. J. Andersson Dr W. Sonder’’ 
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3. Turritis dregeana Sonder (1850: 2) 


Type: Witbergen (locality given by Sonder, l.c., not on the sheet), Jan., Drége 
7537 “a” (S, holo.!). 


Now thought to be conspecific with Arabis glabra (L.) Bernh. (syn. Turritis 
glabra L.) and to have been introduced into South Africa. 


4. Arabis ? nudiuscula E. Mey. ex Sonder (1860: 22, sphalm. ‘‘nudicaulis’’, but 
corrected in the ‘‘Addenda and Corrigenda””, p. 19*) 

Type: Graafreynet, Zondag River, Sneeuwbergen etc., Drége “a” (S, lecto.!). 
Fig. 4 D. 


Marais (1970) adopted the name Rorippa nudiuscula Thell. and selected a 
MacOwan collection as the lectotype, regarding this as a description of a new 
species rather than a new combination. However, the fact that Thellung was 
doubtful of the identity of his material is irrelevant as regards the validity of his 
combination, which must be accepted as valid. Accordingly, the correct name is 
R. nudiuscula (E. Mey. ex Sond.) Thell., with lectotype as indicated above. 


5a. Sisymbrium capense Thunb. var. latifolium Sonder (1860: 24) 

Syntypes: Albany, between Vishrivier and Fort Beaufort, Drége, ‘‘Sisymbrium 
argutum E. Mey. b” (S, lecto.!); Uitenhage, Zwartkopsrivier, Ecklon 191 (SD), 
Zeyher 1893 b (S!); Swellendam, Kenko River, Zeyher 1893 (S!); Port Natal, 
Gueinzius 517 (S!); Thunberg, Sisymbrium strigosum fol. e (UPS). 


5b. Sisymbrium capense Thunb. var. montanum Sonder (1860: 24) 


Type: Sneeuwbergen, between Compassberg and Rhinosterbergen, Drege, 
‘Sisymbrium montanum E. Mey. b” (S, lecto.!).—The locality *“Vische River” 
given by Sonder (l.c.) is probably a mistake. 


5c. Sisymbrium capense Thunb. var. angustifolium Sonder (1860: 24) 


This explicitly includes the type of S. capense Thunb. and is thus illegitimate 
under the present rules, the correct name being var. capense. 


Marais (1970) did not recognize any varieties of the widespread species, S. 
capense Thunb. 


6. Sisymbrium exasperatum Sonder (1850: 3) 
Type: Sandrift, Orangeriver, Zeyher 18 (S, holo.!) 


Sonder possessed the unicates of Drege, Ecklon and Zeyher (cf. Nordenstam, 
in press), and this specimen is one of them, as is clearly stated on the label. 
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Sonder misinterpreted the type of pubescence, which actually comprises both 
simple and branched hairs, and the species is now regarded as a synonym of S. 
burchellii DC. 


7. Lepidium myriocarpum Sonder (1850: 4) 
Type: Bathurst, Glenfilling, Drege 7541 “aa” (S, holo.!). Marais (1970) cited 
only the isotypes in BM, K and PRE. 


This rare species is represented in the Stockholm herbarium also by Zeyher 24 


from Caledon River. This specimen is cited in Flora capensis, but not in the 
_ original description, and is accordingly not a syntype. 


8. Lepidium linoides Thunb. var. pumilum Sonder (1860: 28) 


Type: Winterveld, between Nieuwjaarsfontein and Ezelsfontein, Drége 9501 
(S, holo. !). 


This taxon is now included in L. ecklonii Schrad. (Marais, 1970). 


9. Lepidium trifurcum Sonder (1850: 4) 
Type: Bechuanaland, Modderriver, Zeyher 23 (S, holo.!). Fig. 4G. 


Marais (1966, 1970), who examined the isotypes in K and PRE, reduced the 


taxon to a subspecies of L. divaricatum Ait., but Jonsell (1975: 37) restored its 
specific status. 


10. Lepidium hirtellum Sonder (1860: 30) 
Type: Uitenhage, Quaggasvlakte, Ecklon & Zeyher 45 (S, holo.!). Fig. 4F. 
Marais only saw an isotype in LE. 


This species is now included under L. ecklonii Schrad. (Marais, 1970). 


11. Brachycarpaea laxa (Thunb.) Sond. var. stricta Sonder (1860: 33) 
Type: Between Pedroskloof and Leliefontein, Drege 7584 ‘‘c’’ (S, lecto.!). 


This is now one of the synonyms for B. juncea (Berg.) Marais (1970). 


12. Cycloptychis polygaloides Sonder (1860: 34) 
Type: Tulbagh, Zeyher (S, holo.!). Fig. 4E. 


The correct name is Heliophila nubigena Schltr (Marais, 1970). 
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13. Heliophila affinis Sonder (1846: 208) 

Syntypes: Vorberge der Camisbergen, 20.VIIIL 1830, Drege (S, lecto.!); 
Haazenkraalsrivier, “Helioph. longifolia DC. b” (S!); between Uitkomst and 
Geelbekskraal, Drege (K). 


14a. Heliophila amplexicaulis L. fil. var. grandiflora Sonder (1860: 40) 
Type: Wupperthal, Drege 7551 leg. v. Wurmb (S, holo.!). 


14b. Heliophila amplexicaulis L. fil. var. spathulata Sonder (1860: 40) 
Type: Vorberge der Camisbergen etc., Drége (S, holo.!). 


Marais (1970) did not recognize any infraspecific taxa of H. amplexicaulis L. 
fil. 


15. Heliophila concatenata Sonder (1846: 214) 
Type: Paarlberg, Drége 7576 ‘‘a’’ (S, holo.!). 


As conceived by Marais (1970), this represents a difficult and insufficiently 
investigated complex. 


16. Heliophila monticola Sonder (1846: 216) 
Type: Mierenkasteel, Drége, ‘‘Helioph. pendula W.” (S, holo.!). Fig. 4C. 


Now one of the synonyms for H. variabilis Burch. ex DC. 


17. Heliophila dentifera Sonder (1846: 219) 
Type: Devils Mt., Ecklon & Zeyher (S, holo.!). 


Marais (1970) united this taxon with H. meyeri Sond., adopting the latter 
epithet. 


18. Heliophila flacca Sonder (1846: 223) 
Type: Caledon Baths, Zwarteberg, Ecklon & Zeyher (S, lecto.! iso.!), Zeyher 
1894 (S!). 


This taxon was reduced by Marais (1966, 1970) to A. diffusa (Thunb.) DC. 
var. flacca (Sond.) Marais. Apart from the typical variety, he also included H. 
FIG. 2. 


Sonder’s illustrations and the original specimens of Heliophila rigidiuscula Sond. (A, B) 
and H. cornuta Sond. (C, D). 
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HG3: 
Sonder’s illustrations and the original specimens of Heliophila peltaria DC. (A, B) and H. 
dregeana Sond. (C, D). Note the erroneous name (‘‘Heliophila diffusa””) written by Sonder 
against specimen B. Furthermore, note the missing branches on specimen C. 


peltaria DC. in var. diffusa. Sonder had kept H. diffusa and peltaria separate (a 
decision which was also followed by Adamson in the Flora of the Cape 
Peninsula) and illustrated both species in his revision of the genus (Sonder, 1846). 
Oddly enough, however, he mixed up the two taxa in his own herbarium, 
annotating all specimens of diffusa as peltaria, and vice-versa (cf. Fig. 3A, B). 


19. Heliophila latisiliqua E. Mey. ex Sonder (1846: 224) 


This was based on Lunaria elongata Thunb. and is accordingly typified by a 
Thunberg specimen in Uppsala (no. 14957 p.p.), not by Drège 585 as stated by 
Marais (1966, 1970). Sonder did not adopt Thunberg’s specific epithet, because of 
the existence of H. elongata (Thunb.) DC., which is a different taxon. 

Carpopodium thunbergii E. & Z. (Ecklon & Zeyher 1834-35) is an earlier 
synonym, but an illegitimate one, since under that generic name Thunberg's 
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epithet elongata should have been adopted. Steudel (1841) combined the epithet 
thunbergii of Ecklon & Zeyher under Heliophila, which under the present rules 
should be regarded as the publication of a new name, not a new combination (Art. 
72 Note 1 in the Code). Furthermore, Steudel also cited Lunaria elongata Thunb. 
as a synonym, so there is no doubt about the validity of his new name. H. 
thunbergii Steud. thus takes precedence over H. latisiliqua Sond., and its two 
varieties (Marais, 1966, 1970) must be re-named as follows. 
(a) H. thunbergii Steud. var. thunbergii 
Lunaria elongata Thunb., Prodr.: 107 (1800). Type, see above. Carpopodium 
thunbergii E. & Z. (1834-35: 13), nom. illeg. Heliophila latisiliqua E. Mey. 
ex Sonder (1846: 224) var. latisiliqua (Marais, 1966, 1970). Type, see above. 
(b) H. thunbergii Steud. var. macrostylis (E. Mey. ex Sond.) B. Nord., comb. 
nov. 
H. macrostylis E. Mey. ex Sonder (1846: 225). Type, see below. 
H. latisiliqua E. Mey. ex Sond. var. macrostylis (E. Mey. ex Sond.) 
Marais (1966, 1970). 


20. Heliophila macrostylis E. Mey. ex Sonder (1846: 225) 


Type: Between Zilverfontein, Kooperbergen and Kaus, Drége, ““Helioph. 
macrostylis EM.” (S, lecto.!). Fig. 4A. 


This now becomes a variety of H. thunbergii (see above), when Marais’ 
opinion (1966, 1970) of its taxonomy is adopted. However, the two taxa may well 
deserve subspecific status, since they differ in a whole syndrome of morphological 
characters and are strictly allopatric. Var. macrostylis has a restricted distribution 
in northern Namaqualand, although it has been collected once in southernmost 
South West Africa (Nordenstam 1167 in M, S). Var. thunbergii has a more 
southerly range in the western Cape Province, from Calvinia in the north to the 
Hex River Mountains in the south. 


21. Heliophila meyeri Sonder (1846: 226) 


Type: Caledon, Gnadenthal, Drege, ‘‘Helioph. pectinata Burch. a” (S, 
lecto.!). Sonder also cited a specimen in herb. E. Meyer. 


Marais (1966, 1970) united this with H. dentifera Sond., which was published 
simultaneously (cf. No. 17 above), and chose the epithet meyeri. 


22. Heliophila crithmifolia Willd. var. laevis Sonder (1846: 228) 


Type: Between Zilverfontein, Kooperbergen and Kaus, Drege, ‘‘Helioph. 
laevis EM. a” (S, lecto.!). Sonder also saw a specimen in herb. E. Meyer. 


Marais (1970) did not recognize any infraspecific taxa of the widespread and 
variable species H. crithmifolia. 
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Labels of certain Sonder type specimens present in the Stockholm herbarium (S); A: 
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Heliophila macrostylis E. Mey. ex Sond. The hand-writing seen in the upper right-hand 
corner is that of E. Meyer, otherwise Sonder’s; B: H. tenuifolia Sond. Ecklon’s hand- 
writing in upper right-hand corner, otherwise Sonder’s; C: H. monticola Sond. Sonder’s 
hand-writing, except for ‘‘Helioph. pendula W.” which is that of E. Meyer; D: Arabis 
nudiuscula E. Mey. ex Sond. E. Meyer’s hand-writing, except for “Drège” which was 
written by Sonder; E: Cycloptychis polygaloides Sond. The name was written by Sonder, 
the rest is Zeyher’s hand-writing; F: Lepidium hirtellum Sond. Sonder’s hand-writing; G: £. 


trifurcum Sond. Sonder’s hand-writing. 


ro 
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23. Heliophila viminalis E. Mey. ex Sonder (1846: 231) 
Type: Tulbagh, Nieuwekloof, Drege, ““Helioph. viminalis EM.” (S, lecto.!). 
Sonder also saw a specimen in herb. E. Meyer. 


Marais” revision (1970) overlooked this species. It appears to be conspecific 
with A. digitata L. fil. (Marais, pers. comm., 1979) and should thus be added to 
the synonymy of the latter species. 


24. Heliophila tenuifolia Sonder (1846: 232) 


Type: Ecklon & Zeyher, sine loco, “Leptormus pendulus n sp” (in Ecklon’s 
hand-writing, though otherwise annotated by Sonder, cf. Fig. 4B) (S, lecto. !). 


This is one of four syntypes cited from herb. Berlin (B) and herb. Sonder. 
Now a synonym of H. digitata L. fil. 


25. Heliophila refracta Sonder (1846: 234) 


Type: Doormhoogde, Cape Flats, Ecklon 4 Zeyher (S, holo.!). Marais (1970) 
cited an isotype in SAM. 


26. Heliophila stricta Sonder (1846: 236) nom. illeg., non Sims in Bot. Mag. t. 
2526 (1825). 

Syntypes: Bergvalley, Ecklon & Zeyher, ‘‘76.’’, leg. Zeyher 1085 (S, lecto.! 
iso!); Riebekkasteel, Drége 7549 (S!), Drege 7571 (S!). 

This now belongs to the widespread and variable species H. africana (L.) 
Marais. Incidentally, H. glabra (E. & Z.) Steud. should be added to the already 
extensive synonymy for that species given in Marais (1970). 


27. Heliophila pilosa Lam. var. debilis Sonder (1846: 240) 
Type: Zwarteberg, Caledon Baths, Ecklon & Zeyher (S, holo. !). 
This is also one of the synonyms for H. africana (L.) Marais (1970). 
28. Heliophila cornuta Sonder (1846: 246) 


Type: Clanwilliam, Wupperthal, Drege, leg. v. Wurmb, “Helioph. scoparia 
Burch. c” (S, lecto.!). 


This is the specimen illustrated by Sonder (1846, Plate 28), ef, Fig. 2C, D. 


29. Heliophila elata Sonder (1846: 247) 
Type: Clanwilliam, Ebenezar, Drege 7566 “a” (S, lecto.!). 


Marais (1970) cited an isotype in K. 
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30. Heliophila rigidiuscula Sonder (1846: 251) 

Syntypes: Witte- and Zwartekeirivier (Tambukiland), at Windvogelberg and 
near Philippstown, Ecklon & Zeyher (S, lecto.!); between Kat- and Klipplaat- 
rivier (?), Drége, ‘‘Helioph. suavissima Burch.?”” (S!); Omtendo, Drege, 
“Helioph. subulata Burch.” (S!). 


The lectotype chosen is both the best specimen and the one illustrated by 
Sonder (1846, Plate 27), cf. Fig. 2A, B. 


31. Heliophila dregeana Sonder (1846: 260) 
Type: Clanwilliam, Wupperthal, Drege 6556 leg. v. Wurmb (S, holo. !). 


A comparison between the type and Sonder’s illustration (Fig. 3C, D) reveals 
that a few branches have at some time been detached from this specimen, possibly 
by Sonder himself before he despatched his South African herbarium to Stock- 
holm (cf. Nordenstam, in press) Such removed fragments from the Sonder 
herbarium may now be represented in the herbaria at Melbourne (MEL) and 
perhaps also at Lyon (LY). 


32. Heliophila arenaria Sonder (1846: 262) 
Type: Clanwilliam, Ebenezar, Drege 7568 (S, holo.!). 


Marais (1970) saw an isotype at K. 


33a. Heliophila florulenta Sonder (1846: 263) 


Type: Uitenhage, Zwartkopsrivier, 1829, Ecklon (S, lecto.!), Zeyher 1897 
(SN. 


The material distributed as Ecklon & Zeyher “*101.”” probably consists of both 
these collections combined. 


33b. Heliophila florulenta Sond. var. obliqua Sonder (1846: 263) 


Type: Witpoortberg, Drege, “Helioph. obliqua EM.” (S, lecto.!) Sonder 
probably also saw a specimen in herb. E. Meyer. 


H. florulenta sensu stricto, as well as this variety, are now both synonyms for 
H. brachycarpa Meisn. (Marais, 1970). 
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